sociological subfields including research on organizations, stratification, culture and politics (e.g. Breiger, 1995; Mohr, 2000) . In organizational theory, this new structuralism has become most evident in the work of institutional scholars who view organizational action as fundamentally shaped by broader social and cultural processes (e.g. Scott, 1995) .
In contrast to perspectives such as resource dependence (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) , transaction cost analysis (Williamson, 1975) , and organizational demography (Hannan and Freeman, 1977) , which focus on concrete exchange processes within and between organizations, the new institutionalism is explicitly anti-reductionist and rejects the causal primacy of efficiency or narrow self-interest (Schneiberg and Clemens, forthcoming) . Even though institutional analysis is well known for the study of legitimacy and isomorphism (Hirsch and Lounsbury, 1997) , new structuralist thought has spurred the development of field-analytic approaches that examine the co-evolutionary dynamics of logics, actors, practices and governance structures (e.g. Haveman and Rao, 1997; Thornton and Ocasio, 1999; Scott et. al., 2000; Jones, 2001) .
In this essay, we situate these intellectual shifts in a historical context through a review of the development of organizational theory since the mid-20th century, when scholars were concerned about the role of organizations in society with a big 'S' (Michels, 1949; Selznick, 1949; Gouldner, 1954; Stinchcombe, 1965) . Our review shows that through the 1970s and 1980s, the study of organizations in the US became increasingly disconnected from the study of societal stratification, politics and social change, which were the core problematics in classic studies of organizations and society. Empirical research on organizations became dominated by a conceptualization of interorganizational relations as highly rationalistic and instrumental, a conceptualization that continues to provide a central imagery in our field.
Yet, in the 1990s the new structuralism gradually made its way into organizational theory, challenging narrower conceptions of organizations and their environments. Unlike mid-century approaches to social structure, however, these new conceptualizations include more direct consideration of cultural processes and meaning systems (Meyer et al., 1987; Friedland and Alford, 1991) , including a cultural-cognitive perspective (DiMaggio, 1997) . For new structuralists, social structure includes not only distribution of resources, but also meanings along with the everyday social practice that support and can contribute to the reshaping of social structure (Bourdieu, 1977; Clemens, 1997; Stryker, 1994) . While our historical arguments are centered mainly on developments in the US and North America, new structuralist research also involves theorizing from communities of scholars in Europe, Canada, and the Pacific region, the influence of Bourdieu being a prime example.
After our historical review, we offer an overview of key aspects of the new structuralist agenda and highlight how new structuralist thought is reshaping the institutional analysis of organizations. We argue that the time is ripe for organizational theorists to renew their attention to broader social structures and to bring 'society' back to center stage. We review a sampling of recent work in this genre to demonstrate the utility of the new structuralism in organizational theory and then suggest new spaces for development. To those who despair at the apparent restricted ambition of organizational research exemplified in many of the prominent journals in our field, take note that the social structural tradition is alive and well!
Social Structure and the Development of Organizational Theory
The development of sociological approaches to organizations in the 1950s and 1960s was informed by a deep engagement with the work of Max Weber. While Weber is well known for his work on bureaucracy, he situated his theorization of organizational processes within a broader political economy framework, emphasizing aspects of social structure such as power, domination, authority, and legitimacy. This engagement with the corpus of Weber's work helped to forge a collective sociological imagination that spawned an approach to organizational analysis intertwined with the study of broader political processes and related societallevel social structures (e.g. Selznick, 1949; Gouldner, 1954; Bendix, 1956; Lipset et al., 1956; Stinchcombe, 1959) . For example, Selznick's (1949) classic study of the Tennessee Valley Authority showed how organizations are explicitly enmeshed in broader political negotiations that involve some degree of cooptation. Focusing more on the constitutive power of societal beliefs, Bendix (1956) helped to forge a comparative tradition that highlighted how variations in state-building projects and associated ideas of authority resulted in distinct configurations of work and management practices.
The development of rich empirical case studies was a point of convergence for much of this work, which intended to generate concepts for a middle-range theory of organizations as complex, often contentious contexts for action, as well as collective actors. A legacy of the Mertonian tradition, much of this research resisted the high abstractions of dominant social theory and sociological theorizing to cultivate a more grounded understanding of how organizations mattered for social change as a result of relatively overt struggles over material resources and control. While social structure was often treated as a social fact with general analytic consequences for organizations, the empirical studies investigated how the interplay of interests, intentional choices, and broader political dynamics resulted in particular patterns and impact of social structure. Given their interests in broader social organization, midcentury sociologists did not aim to build a synthetic theory of organization and rarely studied organizational phenomena outside of a consideration of broader societal values, commitments and institutional arrangements. Instead, organizations were seen as sites for understanding the constitution and consequences of power, always situated and embedded in broader social structures.
These case studies were important because they challenged the overly rationalist conceptions of organization built from narrower US readings of Weber's ideal-type theory of bureaucracy. By emphasizing organizational activity as embedded in broader social structure, these studies offered a basis for empirically grounded skepticism about a conception of organizations as simply a social 'tool' that extended the capacities of individuals and that could be characterized by unitary purpose, and integrated in tightly-coupled formal structures (Scott, 1992) . They focused on work processes and on the varieties of social organization of such activity. They recognized and provided explanations for conflict and change by emphasizing the dynamics of complex organizational systems, as well as how authority relations took shape and became manifest in meaningful contexts of beliefs, ideologies, and cultural models. Research in organizational analysis outside the US developed and reinforced similar analytic sensibilities, research designs, and core problems of society and organization (e.g. Crozier, 1964) .
By the early 1970s, however, sociologists and increasingly researchers in management and other professional schools generated a distinctly different set of theoretical arguments and empirical research traditions (Scott, 1992) . A new tradition of 'organization theory' paid direct attention to formal organizations across settings and sectors, often with a reforming or meliorative focus: understanding organization structures in order to better manage them. For example, Peter Blau developed propositional theories about formal organizational structure and administrative capacity (Blau and Scott, 1962; Blau and Schoenherr, 1971) . Other researchers developed theories of general contingency to explain patterns of organization structure, and reduced their focus on general societal structures either as a driver of formal organization structures or as impacted by the formal features of organizational hierarchy, size, and complexity.
Instead of focusing on how social structure shaped organizations, contingency theorists built on the administrative theories of Taylor, Barnard and Fayol to identify optimal or necessary structure-context congruence and develop prescriptions for managers to take effective actions and enhance the performance of their organizations. Thompson's (1967) synthesis of propositions about environments, technology, and organization structures exemplified a high point in this tradition and presaged modern 'open systems' theories of organizations and environments that came to intellectual and professional prominence in the late 1970s and since (Aldrich and Pfeffer, 1976; Scott, 1992) .
This new work was facilitated by the growing allure of social exchange approaches to power and animated by aspirations for more parsimonious quantitative models and the development of a more synthetic, and universal, organization theory. For example, Warriner et al.'s (1981) call
for the creation of a standardized approach to the analysis of organizations that would unify the field and enable the progressive cumulating of knowledge offers a prototypical view of where the core of organizational theory was headed. The pathos that guided this shift in sensibilities restricted conceptions of politics, resources, and their interplay in societal context. Weberian concerns about the institutional and legal bases of organizations became implicit, typically assumed or unexamined. Theoretical and empirical work paid less attention to wider societal patterns and distributions of resources. Concomitantly, midcentury attention to social structure became narrowly transformed into a more sterile conception of organizational environment as an abstract, exogenous force that constrained organizational behavior.
The Institutionalization of Organization Theory in the US
True to our arguments, it is important to reflect on the institutional contexts of these developments. In US sociology departments, organizational theory as a synthetic research tradition has had limited spread since the aspiration to build a theory of complex and formal organization, latterly organization theory, had been historically contested by a wider sociological community skeptical of this abstraction (see Perrow, 1986 Perrow, , 2002 . Some specialty concentrations in organizational analysis began to appear in sociology departments in the late 1960s, often accompanied by foundation and federal support for research in applied areas such as education, mental health and policy services. But one is hard pressed to find many mainstream organizational theorists located in sociology departments today.
In the 1970s, the few sociologists that specialized in organization theory began to migrate to professional schools, most prominently to schools of management and business. One of the consequences of this out-migration was that business schools became the dominant site for organizational theory discourse and development. Over the next couple of decades, research in organization theory increasingly concentrated on issues of relevance to managers and leaders of for-profit enterprises, which in turn focused attention on questions of internal organization structure and process as well as the relationship between organizations and their resource environments. As Stern and Barley (1996) passionately argued, the study of how organizations related to broader social structures became a neglected topic that was often derided and viewed as an anachronism among mainstream organizational researchers who valorized the development of knowledge about strategy and performance.
One of the main infrastructural factors driving this shift in research sensibilities away from the study of social structure pertains to efforts of organizational scholars to professionalize their work around issues of management and organizational effectiveness (Lounsbury and Ventresca, 2002) . This professionalization mainly occurred through the Academy of
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Management, the leading professional association for management researchers in the US (Wrege, 1988) . In particular, the creation of the Organizational and Management Theory division in 1971 marked the formation of a subfield for organizational theorists which included all the self-conscious professional apparatus for managing and maintaining jurisdictional boundaries-professional prizes, organizations, informal colleges, etc. With a few notable exceptions (e.g. Aldrich, 1972; DiMaggio, 1983; Kanter, 1977; Hirsch, 1972; Zald and Berger, 1978) , this boundary-making reduced interactions between organization theorists and sociological researchers specializing in the study of stratification, culture and other subfields.
The formalization of the Academy of Management dovetailed with the rise to prominence of leading management schools, many of which had hired social science disciplinary-trained faculty by the 1970s. The incorporation of scholarly researchers from disciplines such as sociology and psychology into business schools was pragmatically catalyzed by the Ford and Carnegie foundation reports (Gordon and Howell, 1959; Pierson, 1959 ) that suggested that this was a key way to transform the existing vocational business school model into a more prestigious researchfocused one. These developments changed the terms and stakes of organization theory significantly since the presence of research-focused, Academy-affiliated researchers solidified a space for the valorization of managerially centered theories that emphasized instrumental notions of organization and their exchange relations with other organizations in their environment.
Hence, by the 1970s, there was a distinctive trend away from asking big questions about organizations and society (Perrow, 1986) and towards producing narrowly oriented research in the idiom of normal science. While this is clearly evident in contingency theoretic formulations and much of mainstream organizational research, even more sociological approaches to organizations became codified and packaged into standard research strategies that smacked of rational-functionalism and economic determinism (Ventresca and Mohr, 2002) . This was quite explicit in organizational ecology where empirical analyses often seemed like a variant of industrial organization economics, focusing on how competitive interactions among producer organizations are shaped by industry-level resource availability (Hannan and Freeman, 1989) . Network analysis relied on the conceptual apparatus of resource dependence theory to examine how an organization's network position affects its behavior and performance outcomes (e.g. Burt, 1992; Mizruchi and Schwartz, 1987) . New institutionalists in organizational analysis conceptualized organizations as legitimacy-seekers that became more homogeneous in appearance as a result of isomorphic processes (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Strang and Soule, 1998) .
In short, as organizational theory emerged as a management subfield, conceptualizations of both social structure and organizations became Organization 10(3) W(h)ither Organizational Studies? increasingly instrumental, driven by functional imperatives, and animated by the prominence of narrow exchange approaches to behavior (e.g. Emerson, 1962) . In these treatments, social structure finds expression only in a conception of the 'environment' that is abstract, unitary and exogenous to the actual workings of organizations and social life (see Scott, 1995) . The instrumental approach de-emphasized the insights of political economy approaches to organizations (Perrow, 2002; Stern, 1979; Zald, 1970) , which underscored complex organizational arrangements in heterogeneous relation to varied constituencies. In addition, prominence was given to a notion of controllable 'uncertainty' in preference to the recognition of fundamental ambiguity and loose-coupling that inspired earlier works in the behavioral and cognitive traditions (March and Olsen, 1976; Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Weick, 1995) . These shifts reinforced a conception of organizations as goal-driven unitary entities interlocked in concrete exchange relations.
Efforts to construct a 'parsimonious and elegant' organization theory were not entirely uncontested (Burrell and Morgan, 1979) . While the core of organizational theorists in the US wanted to develop a more positivistic science, progressing by hypothesis-testing and adjudicating among competing theoretical claims, social constructionists argued that such efforts were inherently misguided given the ambiguous nature of organizational phenomena, which was shaped by social and cultural meanings, including the meaning-making of organizational theorists. For example, in reviewing research on internalization-bringing activities from an organization's environment into the boundaries of a firm- Astley (1985) highlighted the pervasiveness of multiple analytical interpretations of the same empirical phenomenon. He concluded:
. . . It is quite possible that any one instance of internalization may simultaneously exhibit all of the empirical elements needed to lend support to each of these respective theories [absorption of critical contingencies, adjustment of portfolios, efficient allocation of resources, and political control by elite giant corporations], in which case each theory would capture a different aspect of the phenomenon. This, however, is not the point. Rather, the key issue is that different observers tend to apply favored theoretical perspectives in a more or less exclusive manner. (Astley, 1985: 500) Nonetheless, organizational theorists generally neglected the insight that wider environments, including the researchers', provide constitutional materials for organizations-and that particular elements, ideologies and rationales are contingent, time-dependent, and potentially in conflict one with another. Rather, research began to focus on hyperrationality and resources as the main drivers of structure and activity, without sufficient attention to how social structure shapes behavior and mediates the effects of resources-as well as how resources and rationality are institutionally contingent (e.g. Bendix, 1956; Dobbin, 1994;  The New Structuralism Michael Lounsbury and Marc Ventresca Douglas, 1986; Hamilton and Biggart, 1988) . By truncating the sociological imagination to functionalist conceptions of social structure and reducing conceptions of organization to objectifiable and tractable measurements, organizational theorists sidelined concerns with history, context, and more situated, relational approaches to social analysis.
The New Structuralism and the Renewal of Structural Approaches to Organizations
Despite the apparent dominance of instrumental thinking in contemporary organizational theory, we see a broader dialogue emerging that is animated by concerns with broader societal issues, theories of practice and fields, and related methods. These new structuralist directions involve a shift towards richer conceptualizations of social structure and process that have taken shape at the intersection of the sociology of culture, stratification and politics, and institutional analysis (see Mohr, 2000 for a review). Contemporary practice theorists reject 'older' structuralist lines of investigation rooted in the work of Lévi- Strauss (1963) and the early work of Foucault (1972) that suggest that discourse can be studied as a cultural phenomenon that is discrete and separate from social interaction.
1 Practice theorists believe that cultural systems are 'structured as an embodiment of the range of activities, social conflicts, and moral dilemmas that individuals are compelled to engage with as they go about negotiating the sorts of everyday events that confront them in their lives' (Mohr, 1998: 353) .
Similar to social constructivist and related interpretive approaches to social analysis (e.g. Berger and Luckmann, 1967; Burrell and Morgan, 1979) , practice theorists focus attention on ontological problems having to do with how conceptions of reality are rooted in broader social and historical processes that operate beyond the direct consciousness of actors but are visibly instantiated in daily activities (Meyer et al., 1987) . In exploring the deeper cultural categories and meanings that inform practices in fields, social structural researchers are moving towards a more direct examination of social ontologies that aim to 'uncover the rules that bound the objects populating our natural and social worlds' (Ruef, 1999 (Ruef, : 1405 . As opposed to theorizing organizations as hyperrational and driven by functional imperatives, much of this research situates rational action within broader belief systems such as institutional logics. Friedland and Alford (1991: 243) define logic as 'supraorganizational patterns of human activity by which individuals and organizations produce and reproduce their material subsistence and organize time and space.' At the level of societies, the capitalist market, bureaucratic state and the nuclear family can be conceptualized as logics that constitute the interests of actors and thereby shape cognition and action. As Friedland (2002: 383) 
. . . institutional theory is not about the leftovers of rational action, the ways in which cultural conventions rush in where means-ends relations are opaque. Rather, institutional logics constitute the cosmology within which means are meaningful, where means-ends couplets are thought appropriate and become the naturalized, unthought conditions of social action, performing the substances at stake within them.
Unlike most theoretical approaches in the social sciences, practice theorists do not assume that actors have any real essence, but instead regard them as constituted by the broader scale arrangements within which they are embedded. The concept of field helps to provide a systematic approach to the employment of these theoretical commitments. Pierre Bourdieu claims that:
The notion of field reminds us that the true object of social science is not the individual, even though one cannot construct a field if not through individuals, since the information necessary for statistical analysis is generally attached to individuals or institutions. It is the field which is primary and must be the focus of the research operations. This does not imply that individuals are mere 'illusions,' that they do not exist: they exist as agents-and not as biological individuals, actors, or subjects-who are socially constituted as active and acting in the field under consideration by the fact that they possess the necessary properties to be effective, to produce effects, in this field. And it is knowledge of the field itself in which they evolve that allows us best to grasp the roots of their singularity, their point of view or position (in a field) from which their particular vision of the world (and of the field itself) is constructed. (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992: 107) Reflecting on the work of Bourdieu, Swartz (1997: 285) notes that 'at the heart of Bourdieu's sociological inquiry is the question of why forms of social inequality persist without powerful resistance. The answer, Bourdieu argues, lies in how cultural resources, practices, and institutions function to maintain unequal social relations.' Power is therefore embedded in cultural rules and meaning systems that overlie societal stratification (e.g. classes) and make unequal resource distributions and allocation systems seem natural or inevitable much of the time. While there is a strong emphasis on covert forms of power (Lukes, 1974; Stryker, 2002) in the work of Bourdieu and field theoretic/practice research, it would be a mistake to view this research as taking an overly sanitized view of power relations since concerns about power and stratification are central. In fact, much of this research also explicitly focalizes overt forms of power by analyzing the origins of logics and other cultural meaning systems that constitute actors and valorize certain dimensions of inequality over others. In addition, as Bourdieu's work emphasizes, there is constant struggle at the boundaries that demarcate social space, highlighting that social change often occurs as various social groups renegotiate the meaning of boundaries (see Lamont and Molnár, 2002 for a review of research on boundaries). Further, by revealing hidden, and
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Analytically, new structuralists draw on a wide variety of relational methods such as multidimensional scaling, cluster analysis, network analysis and correspondence analysis to study how cultural beliefs and social relationships provide distinct yet overlapping dimensions that structure practices in fields (Mohr, 1998) . Also on the horizon are important new breakthroughs in the development of more dynamic forms of network analysis as well as agent-based and related evolutionary modeling techniques (see Macy and Willer, 2002; Padgett, 2003; Powell et. al., 2003; Watts, 2003) , which will no doubt help to expand our ability to theorize about mechanisms of institutional change in a much more grounded, yet non-reductive way. These methods take inspiration from network analysis, but have been adapted to study the evolution of practices in a way that takes the structure-agency duality seriously (Bourdieu, 1984; Breiger, 2000) .
Field-level analyses employing practice theories and relational methods expand the scope of social structural analysis by redirecting attention to temporal and spatial variations in meaning and the ways in which actors, enmeshed in relatively durable power relations, engage in continual struggles for positional advantage. These field approaches promise to usefully extend analyses of social structure by providing a systematic means for exploring and uncovering the dimensions of similarity and difference that structure conflict and social interaction patterns. Altogether, these new analytical approaches provide methodological rigor to the study of culture and, more important, foster deeper connections between theories of practice (e.g. Bourdieu, 1977) and the analysis of organizations and society.
Consider, first, new structuralist empirical studies that have become an important part of the organizational theory landscape via discourse in the institutional analysis of organizations. For instance, Mohr and GuerraPearson (forthcoming) show how meaning-making activities that defined the status categories of welfare relief recipients facilitated the replacement of settlement houses with social work bureaucracies as the key organizational solution in the emerging field of community social welfare services around the turn of the 20th century. Through a multidimensional scaling analysis of welfare organization discourse, they showed how demographic categories (e.g. men, women, boys, girls, etc.), classes of social problems encountered (e.g. criminality, delinquency, disability, etc.), and technologies of organizational action (e.g. general relief, employment assistance, character-building, etc.) formed a matrix that organized relief recipients and shaped the provision of welfare services. In a similar vein, Ruef (2000) tracked how changes in medical journal Organization 10(3) W(h)ither Organizational Studies? discourse shaped the ecological dynamics of organizational forms in the US healthcare field after the passage of Medicare/Medicaid Acts in 1965.
Relational methods have also been used to uncover logics and document more fine-grained dynamics that unfold over shorter time periods. For instance, through an analysis of Congressional testimony on solid waste in 1969 and 1970 showed that incineration became defined as a standard practice as a result of the dominance of a market efficiency logic over a competing central governmental logic that provided an alternative belief system that might have led to the development of different practice standards. This occurred even though public hearings and discourse suggested that incineration and recycling practices were equally viable in the late 1960s. Methodologically, they coded Congressional testimony to create an affiliation matrix of testifying witnesses and their espoused views on various solid waste techniques and then used multidimensional scaling techniques to uncover logics underpinning the centralization of the US solid waste management field.
In an insightful analysis of the cultural and organizational dynamics underpinning the 1992 Brazilian impeachment of President Fernando Collor de Melo, Mische and Pattison (2000) highlighted how pro-and anti-impeachment organizational coalitions formed as a result of discursive positioning in the field of Brazilian politics. They drew on public relations materials, pamphlets, resolutions, and other organizational documents through Galois lattice techniques (Duquenne, 1991; Freeman and White, 1993) , to show how a wide variety of organizational forms, the interconnections and alliances between them, and their discursive claims about the particular kinds of projects in which they were engaged, shaped the impeachment dynamic.
Moving to more organizationally centered analyses, institutional scholars have developed the concept of organizational field to direct attention to how broader social forces shape the actions of similarly situated organizations (Hoffman, 1999) . Different from institutional analyses of organizations in the 1980s, however, which detailed processes of legitimacy and isomorphism by depicting institutions as constraining and institutionalization as a binary outcome variable (Tolbert and Zucker, 1996) , field approaches have redirected researchers towards the explicit examination of variation across time and space (e.g. Greenwood and Hinings, 1996; Ruef and Scott, 1998) . Organizational fields have been defined as both the organizations that produce common outputs, whether these are automobiles, social services, or spiritual salvation, as well as the organizations that supply resources, effect constraints, or pose contingencies, particularly government agencies and trade associations (DiMaggio, 1983: 149) .
Field analyses require attention to both the cultural beliefs and material interactions that stabilize practices among actors in a field as well as The New Structuralism Michael Lounsbury and Marc Ventresca exogenous factors such as governmental regulation, economic conditions and consumer demand. For example, Jones (2001) showed how a shift from a technology to content focus in early 20th-century American film was driven by entrepreneurs with different career histories. Her study highlights how a co-evolutionary perspective on entrepreneurial careers, institutional rules and competitive dynamics is more generally useful for understanding the dynamics of emerging industries. Shifting attention to how specific organizational practices change in tandem with shifts in logics, Thornton and Ocasio (1999) demonstrated that a change from an editorial to market logic in higher education publishing led to lower-level organizational changes in executive succession.
Rather than tracking shifts in dominant logics and associated forms and practices, Leblebici and colleagues (1991) argued that changes in practices in the radio broadcasting field occurred as a result of innovations at the periphery of the field, which migrated to the core after they had been shown to be effective. Among several important contributions, the study highlighted how the existing social structure of a field-the historical, network, and cultural elements that comprise field 'texture' at any particular time-shaped the sources and efficacy of non-routine action. In still another example, Lounsbury (2001) showed how an environmental social movement organization helped to instantiate ecologically committed recycling activists in bureaucratic educational organizations. He focused on how broader field-level processes and actors shape variation in organizational work practices.
While field analyses are still a nascent development within organization theory, the embrace of the concept of organization field has occurred with a concomitant broadening out of institutional research circles to include sociologists and other new structuralist scholars who have been focusing on issues and debates in cultural and political analysis. Encounters between these research communities suggest the development of a more sociological orientation to organizational analysis that harks back to the classic social structural studies of mid-century. However, they also promise richer and more nuanced approaches for the understanding of social structure that will advance the study of institutions by enabling more systematic studies of social change and organizations.
Hopes for the Future
Mid-century sociologists faced few subfield boundaries that segregated the analysis of organizations from politics, culture, social movements and stratification. Our hope is that the new structuralism will catalyze a movement to eradicate, or at least make more porous, current boundaries dividing the study of organizations from broader societal problematics. Even though we have emphasized the contributions in this regard of new structuralist conceptualizations and methods incorporated into Organization 10(3) W(h)ither Organizational Studies? institutional analysis, we also see some encouraging examples in other domains of organizational theory.
For example, the analytical engine of organizational demography has recently been extended to analyze the dynamics of labor markets across firms (e.g. Haveman and Cohen, 1994) . Network researchers have expanded the scope of their work in a more sociologically rich direction by developing the concepts of embeddedness and social capital (e.g. Adler and Kwon, 2002; Dacin et al., 1999; Granovetter, 1985; Zukin and DiMaggio, 1990) . Taking network ideas in a more historical direction, Padgett and Ansell (1993) advanced a multi-network conception of social structure and robust social action to show how Cosimo de' Medici was able to gain and maintain political control in 15th-century Florence by managing network disjunctures within the elite. However, the embrace of broader societal concerns by organizational theorists in the US remains quite limited overall.
Nonetheless, we believe that the seeds for a broader appreciation of a more robust social structural research agenda are in place. Yet, to be clear, we do not advocate the replacement of a one-sided view of organizations mainly influenced by instrumental exchange processes with another onesided view of organizations as culturally constituted. Following social theorists such as Bourdieu (1984) and Sewell (1992) , we view symbolic and material realms as mutually constituted and contend that analyses of organizations that fail to account for broader social structural processes are woefully incomplete. Further, we believe that both overt and covert forms of power need to be foregrounded. Let us outline a few organizational research problematics and directions suggested by new structuralist scholarship and that have already begun to take shape in concrete ways.
The Social Construction of Performance and Rationality
While much of mainstream organizational theory studies performance in a highly unreflective manner, the new structuralist agenda urges that more attention be paid to the social construction of performance and how the ability to judge performance or efficiency depends upon the kind of institutional infrastructure that is built (Polanyi, 1944) . As Fligstein (1990) showed, the goals and performance-drivers of corporations changed over the course of the 20th century as dominant leadership backgrounds and related conceptions of control shifted from operations to sales and marketing to finance. Similar arguments have been made by new structuralists about the situatedness of rationality (see Friedland, 2002) which has, in turn, led new institutionalists in organizational analysis to rethink the distinctions they had made between the ideas of technical efficiency and institutional forces in the 1980s, and focus on how technical considerations such as performance are institutionally constructed. As Richard Scott has argued, The New Structuralism Michael Lounsbury and Marc Ventresca . . . who has the right to have interests, what interests are regarded as reasonable or appropriate, and what means can be used to pursue them are all products of socially constructed rules: Institutional rules invent rationality, defining who the actors are and determining the logics that guide their actions. This means that, as the rational choice theorists argue, if actors pursuing interests take actions to create institutional frameworks, this can occur only under particular circumstances in which selected actors are constituted as having those interests and powers. Where social agency is located-who has the right to take self-determined and selfinterested actions-is expected to vary over time and place. (1995: 140) The Study of Variation While little progress has been made on the study of how performance and rationality are socially constructed, following Scott, we believe that organizational theory can make headway in these directions by focusing on the study of variation-both temporal and spatial. Along the lines of Fligstein's (1990) research mentioned above, a variety of scholars have demonstrated how temporal variation in institutional circumstances shapes decision-making processes that guide organizational behavior (e.g. Leblebici et al., 1991; Scott et al., 2000; Thornton and Ocasio, 1999) . Other research has shown that institutional shifts can have consequential effects on the survival of organizational forms (Haveman and Rao, 1997; Ruef, 2000) .
A focus on spatial variation can facilitate analyses of how different positions in a field, relational connections or identities shape whether organizations adopt novel practices and how they then implement them (Carroll and Hannan, 2000; DiMaggio and Mullen, 2000; Lounsbury, 2001; Schneiberg and Bartley, 2001) . Too much organizational research on diffusion and population ecology has analyzed organizations as unitary actors. Recently, Strang and Macy (2001) argued that research on diffusion that has found evidence of contagion may in fact be wrong, or at least misguided, since such empirical work often lacks serious attention to organizational decision-making processes. We are similarly skeptical of much of the research that has stressed contagion, and suggest that researchers engage in much more fine grained analyses to uncover substantive aspects of spatial variation leading to more nuanced explanations of organizational behavior not necessarily in opposition to general notions of rationality or sensible action.
Building on these directions, we especially need focused attention on how social and organizational change is influenced and shaped by multiple forms of rationality (Stryker, 2000; Weber, 1978) and how organizations come to define their interests in the first place (Clemens, 2002) . As new structuralist research suggests, this requires an analysis that integrates attention to culture, politics and history. Stryker (2002: 176) has argued that crucial to the study of Organization 10(3) W(h)ither Organizational Studies?
. . . the emergence, success or failure of any organizational form is the specification of relevant (multi-level and intersecting) lines of political conflict, along with corresponding identification of the relevant interests, values and cognitive schema at stake and the relevant resources available for mobilization and counter-mobilization oriented to these interests, values and schemas . . . [this] requires deep historical knowledge. It is impossible to apply the conceptual apparatus of politics unless the analyst can give concrete historical specificity to actors, interests, resources, cognitive schema, etc.
The Study of Organizations and Occupations
Further, while the role of disenfranchised actors has been neglected in organizational theory (Lounsbury and Ventresca, 2002; Perrow, 2002) , the new structuralism highlights the usefulness in embedding organizational analysis within the broader study of stratification systems (e.g. Breiger, 2002; Sacks, 2002) . One obvious and important way to make stratification issues more central would be to reconnect the study of organizations and occupations. Even though organizations and occupations used to be studied simultaneously (e.g. Zald, 1971) , they became increasingly separate intellectual realms and professional domains since mid-century with organizational sociologists employing structural approaches to the analysis of rational bureaucracies, while sociologists of work mainly engaged in interpretive studies of workers inside single organizations (Hirsch, 1985 ; for alternatives, see Musselin, 2003 and the integrated tradition of sociology of work and organizations at CSO/CNRS in Paris).
If organizational theorists began to focus attention on the dynamics of occupations and organizations in fields, extant theories of institutional process could be usefully extended to account for conflict over authority and jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988) . A central analytical focus could be on how status competition among different kinds of organizations and specialized occupations opens up opportunities for upward and downward mobility as new actors emerge, others die, and as boundaries structuring the organization of work get refashioned (Lounsbury, 2002) . New expert occupations can often usher in new sets of practices and provide an important mechanism that drives institutional change processes such as the reconfiguration of fields. While organizational institutionalists have stressed the role of professionals in catalyzing institutional transformation, much could be gained by focusing more on how the multiplex relationships among organizations, work and knowledge are interpenetrated in fields. Further, research in the sociology of work suggests that it may also be useful to draw on ethnographic approaches to the study of work and organization to develop a deep understanding of the dynamic interrelationship between knowledge construction processes and the realignment and transformation of social structure (Lounsbury and Kaghan, 2001 ). This would enable researchers to elaborate social structural dynamics in a more grounded way.
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The Study of Social Activism
Another line of inquiry gaining momentum attends to the role of social activism and movements in transforming institutions and organizations (Clemens, 1997; Davis and McAdam, 2000; Rao et al., 2000) . An explicit focus on how social-movement-like efforts reshape institutions concretely returns conflict and struggle to the analysis of organizations and further underscores how grievances and dissent foster identity and resource mobilization processes challenging extant rules and beliefs. Recent studies illustrate the benefits of integrating social movements analysis with institutional ideas by showing how broader societal mobilization enables the rise of new kinds of industries (e.g. Schneiberg, 2002; Lounsbury et al., 2003) . Schneiberg (2002) , for instance, used historical methods and time series analyses to show how the growth of mutual fire insurers in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was influenced by the movement-like activity of a variety of actors such as property owners and agrarian groups that resisted corporate development and enabled more decentralized and cooperative forms of economic development.
Developing the concept of field frame, Lounsbury et al. (2003) tracked an archaeology of recycling practices across sectors to show how activists in the 1960s and 1970s promoting recycling provided crucial cultural materials, social infrastructure, and practical innovations that enabled the later rise of a commercial recycling industry in the US solid waste management field. The efforts of activists made available alternatives to the industry consensus that had marginalized recycling in favor of incineration and landfilling as standard solutions. While early community recyclers had promoted non-profit forms of organizing with social justice aims, the development of curbside collection programs in collaboration with waste haulers, the rise of Not In My Back Yard (NIMBY) social activism challenging incinerator sitings, and a new model of organized recycling politics spurred the development of a for-profit recycling industry that has largely displaced non-profit alternatives.
Moving inside organizations, Scully and Segal (2002) interviewed workplace activists to develop an understanding of how social movement energy takes shape in the context of bureaucratic authority relations. By focusing on what workplace activists actually do, they developed a theory of piecemeal change that highlights the need to examine incremental changes that occur, avoiding both the naive optimism that major organizational transformation in authority relations can occur and the pessimism that nothing can change since bureaucracy is inherently repressive. Creed and Scully (2000) developed similar theoretical insights by examining gay and lesbian activists in a variety of work organizations.
These studies are pioneering exceptions. Zald and Berger (1978) argued 25 years ago for the study of social-movement-like activity in organizaOrganization 10(3) W(h)ither Organizational Studies? tions, and the opportunities for progress here remain broadly available. The paucity of studies on activism in organizations is surprising since such research provides tools and a design strategy to uncover silent voices (Calás and Smircich, 1999) and emancipatory possibilities (Alvesson and Wilmott, 1992) in organizations. In the spirit of Bourdieu, new structuralist approaches suggest that useful insights may be gained by connecting localized investigations of intraorganizational activism to an analysis of broader societal dynamics that shape the possibilities for voice and emancipation in particular settings (e.g. Armstrong, 2002; Moore and Hala, 2002) . Through such research, critical traditions may be placed in direct dialogue with more mainstream organizational theories (Westwood and Clegg, 2003) .
Overall, as we scan empirical and methodological developments across organizational theory and the wider discipline, we are encouraged by the growing sensibilities towards sociologically rich analyses of organizational phenomena that specify directly and variously society and societal-level dynamics. These innovations give credence to and support our interest in further expanding the scope of organizational theory to embrace more fully specified conceptions of social structure and organizations. We believe that the most exciting work evidences the borrowing and translation across existing theoretical programs and research traditions.
Building on the new structuralism, thus, we advocate a more culturally and politically informed analysis on how broader elements of stratification and societal beliefs embodied in category schemes such as logics, models, and frames constitute social actors and change as a result of multi-level political processes, involving a wide variety of actors such as producer organizations, state agencies, trade associations, social movement organizations and other field-level organizations. The examples we have cited are necessarily partial and selective, but these studies share a research strategy that involves traffic across previously separate perspectives in organizational theory such as organizational demography, network analysis, and institutionalism, while also reconnecting the study of organizations to core questions of the discipline (Kilduff and Dougherty, 2000; Scott, 1995) and increasing traffic among various subfield traditions and constituencies (Huff, 2000) .
To wit, we call for organizational theorists to engage more directly with contemporary social theory and design/methodological developments, and to put the distinctive insights of an organizational approach to work in exploring pressing questions about social organization and social change that speak to audiences in sociology, across the social sciences, and in policy circles. Organizational sociology further sharpens Mills's (1959) vision of the distinctive contribution of a sociology at the intersection of history and biography. By attending to politics (both overt and covert), culture, and history, the new structuralism opens up a new realm The New Structuralism Michael Lounsbury and Marc Ventresca
